


















































FUTURE NEEDS 

total land demand 
The ISU economists estimated that about 426,940 

acres of farm land would be converted to nonfarm use 
between 1960 and 1980. This would be a reduction of 
about one percent over the 20 years. The estimate 
fits rather closely with land use changes both national­
ly and within the state in recent years. Assuming that 
future trends do not change dramatically, the esti­
mate appears reasonably accurate. 

The 426,940 acres is about one percent of Iowa's 
land. However, because land for recreation use in­
cluded in that total is not suited for crop production, 
the loss to agricultural production would be less than 
one percent. But viewed another way, that 426,940 
acres is 670 sections of farm land. The ISU estimates 
of land conversion are shown in table 4. 

In summary, the loss of farm land in Iowa does not 
appear critical yet. However, it might be wise to de­
velop a land use policy before such problems do be­
come critical Over the long term, 1t is obvious the 
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state cannot continually lose 670 sections of fa rm land 
every 20 years. Therefore a comprehensive land use 
policy to make the wisest use of the available land 
seems advisable. 

Table 4. Estimated acres of farm land converted to nonagncultural uses 
in Iowa during 1960·80. 

Use 

Urban expans1on 
A1rport facil1t1es 
H1ghway use 
State recreat1on areas 
County conservat1on board recreat1on areas 
Pnvate recreat1on areas 
Federal reservoir projects* 

TOTAL 

Acreage required 
in the state 

122,690 
17,600 

110,160 
3,830 

45,060 
29,700 
97,900 

426,940 

0 Est. mate made dunng planmng for Red Rock , Rathbun, and Saylorvil e 
reservoer proJeCts 

SOURCE William Saupe Kenneth Joslin and John F. Timmons, Iowa 
Farm Science May 1964 Vol. 18, No. 11, pp . 3 -5. 



the alternatives 
The preceding pages have expressed the need and 

desirability of a land use policy. Now, what can be 
done? 

First, we could do nothing. We can decide to allow 
the forces of the marketplace to determine land use 
or policy. We can agree to live with the injustices, the 
costs to society, the loss of efficiency in land use, a nd 
the loss of low-dollar-value attributes such as beauty, 

who makes the decisions? 
Ideally, all the people should be involved in de­

veloping the land use policy so that it recognizes all 
interests and needs. Realistically, that is not likely 
to occur. But it is important to keep the process open 
and to invite those citizens interested and willing to 
participate in policy development. 

The land use policy might be developed by pro­
fessional planners in consultation with other experts 

open space, and wildlife. The policy in this case be­
comes ignoring the need for a land use policy. 

Or, we can prepare a policy for land use and then 
either fail to enforce it or to follow it. 

Or, we can consider all interests and alternatives, 
using all relevant facts, and develop a land use policy 
which would make intelligent use of the land and en­
force that policy. 

on soil, geology, conservation, economics and other 
subjects. Before being adopted, however, policies or 
plans should be presented and explained to the public 
for full understanding and adoption or rejection. 

Once the policy and the land use plan that follows 
have been adopted, the plan can be administered by a 
governmental unit. Special problems or conflicts can be 
resolved through the courts. 
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A related question becomes: 'What level of govern­
ment should administer a land use plan? Essentially, 
there are about four levels of government that might 
fulfill that role with advantages and disadvantages for 
each. 

First, there is the local-community or county­
level. i\.1any people feel strongly that local government 
is the most accessible and the most representative 
and feel such matters should be handled at this level 
of government. Others argue that the local level is too 
easily influenced by local pressures and tends to 
grant too many exceptions to land use or zoning plans. 
Local decisions are sometimes difficult when they have 
to be made for neighbors and friends. 

Second, there is the area or multi-county level of 
government. A strong case can be made for admini­
stration of land use planning at this level. :\1any 
problems do not end or begin at the legal borders 
of the community or county. In fact, many communi­
ties and some counties cannot provide complete ser­
vices to their residents, and many services must be 
provided and planned on an area or multi-county 
basis. 

i\1any special facilities such as airports and sanitary 
landfills are more economical per person when developed 
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and operated for a larger area population. Since the 
area level is the next step away from local govern­
ment, there is some logic in administering land use 
plans at this level. 

Next is the state level. Again, many land use prob­
lems extend even beyond areas. Thus some justifi­
cation can be made for administration of land use 
plans by the state. The state level, of course, is fur­
ther removed and less accessible than the local level. 
The state may be less subject to local pressure and 
may be more objective, since decisions are not made 
for neighbors. The state often is better financed and 
may be more able to hire needed specialists. The 
state also holds the power to enforce a land use pol­
icy-though that power may be delegated. 

The same arguments for state level administration 
can be made for regional and national levels of govern­
ment. l\lany problems extend beyond state borders­
particularly in the Council Bluffs, Sioux City, and 
Davenport areas. Many of these problems can be and 
are being solved by bistate planning groups. 

Other problems, particularly those involving water­
sheds, might run from Minnesota to Louisiana, again 
suggesting federal administration. 

And though it's not being suggested as a level 



of administration for land use programs, there is a 
relationship between Iowa's land use plan and the 
world. Considering the world food need, the productive 
capacity of Iowa agriculture, and our sizable agri­
cultural exports, Iowa's response to land use in regard 
to agricultural land could have international implica­
tions. 

the costs 
Despite the desirability of land use planning, there 

are costs that must be recognized. In economic terms, 
there will be dollar costs to hire planning specialists, 
land use experts and administrators. Also, there will 
be court costs to resolve differences. 

But of probably even greater concern are the social 
costs. Ideally, the goal of a land use plan is to reduce 
conflicts between men and man and society. That is 
an ideal goal-one not likely to be perfectly attained. 

If Iowa were unsettled, a land use policy could be 
adopted and everyone could buy his or her land with 
full knowledge of the restrictions on its use. This is 
not the case, of course. Many people have already 

purchased land with the intention of changing its 
future use. Others may have purchased land for spec­
ulation, already paying a premium for the land be­
cause of its anticipated future use. For these people, 
a land use policy may change the rules "in the middle 
of the game." 

Others would like to have advantages both ways. 
They would like their farm land to be preserved for 
farming so that they'll not be forced out of business, 
or be damaged in some other manner by neighboring 
land owners. But when the opportunity comes to 
change the land use at a profit, they'd like that op­
portunity also. A logically enforced land use plan 
generally will not provide for both. 

When opponents of land use planning claim their 
decision-making power is being restricted, they are 
correct. Land use planning will place the societal 
or public good above some of the individual rights 
we've had in the past. The issue is whether the bene­
fits for all are far greater than the costs. 

Finally, the land use plan will put all the issues 
and priorities out for public view. While this is de­
sirable, it can create friction in the adoption or op­
eration of a land use plan. In the past, many dec1-
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sions regarding land use were made on each piece 
of property individually. 

With the land use policy, it is possible that one 
certain group of property owners will feel unfair ly 
treated and can organize to provide opposition. While 
it may be more equitable to resolve such differences 
in this manner, the land use plan may increase the 
degree of conflict in the initial stages. 

Finally, the sheer complexity of land use planning 
will make it a difficult task. How to allocate the 
limited amount of land to provide f01 the many needs 
of man and to do it in an equitable and just manner 
is quite a challenge. 

summary 
There are th ree basic reasons for concern abou t 

land use. These are: 
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* Population is mcreasing. 
* Land is a limited resource. 
* Advancing science and technology literally allow 

man to change the face of the earth. 
In addition, there are many other factors that sug-

gest the need for a la nd use policy. Thes e include: 
* Many changes in land use cannot be reversed 

when conditions change. 
* Many benefits to society from land use, such as 

beauty or open space, do not provide an economic 
return and are not considered in p resent land 
transactions. 

* Traditional land transfers between buyer and 
seller can affect other parties who are not part of 
the land transaction. 

* There is a question whether the highest economic 
return can properly allocate land use for the 
changing needs of tomorrow. 

* Physical characteristics of soil have not been 
strongly considered in past land use decisions. 

* :\1uch of our land use policy is now fragmented, 
considering only a limited number of factors. 

Fina lly, a land use policy must provide for both 
p resen t a nd fu ture needs of ma n in: 

* Food and fiber production 
* Forestry 
* Industrial growth 
* Transportation 
* Urban expansion 
* Recreation 



where to get help 
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION 
SERVICE, U.S . Department of Agriculture, Des Motnes 
(Offices also in many counties) 

Agricultural production data 
Conservation programs 
Farm programs 

IOWA COMMERCE COMMISSION, Des Moines 
Transportation and utilities information 

IOWA CONSERVATION COMMISSION, Des Moines 
Fish and wildlife tnformation 
Forestry adv1ce 
Recreation needs data 

IOWA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, Des Motnes 
Agricultural stat1st1cs 

IOWA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, 
Des Momes 

Regulations and gutdelines on environmental standards 

IOWA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 
Tax, revenue and income data 

IOWA DEPARTMENT OF SOIL CONSERVATION, Des Momes 
Conservancy district administratiOn 
Mtntng regulations 
Soli conservation programs 
Soils information 
Soil loss limits 

IOWA DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, Des Moines 
Agricultural production figures 
Demographic information 
Housing information 
Industrial development opportunities 
Statewide recreation and tounsm information 

IOWA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, Iowa C1ty 
Geologtcal Information 
Ground water data 

IOWA NATURAL RESOURCE COUNCIL, Des Motnes 
Dams-perm1ts, safety and locat1on 
Floodplatn regulation 
Floodplatn zontng 
Water data and plans 
Water use perm1ts 
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IOWA HIGHWAY COMMISSION, Ames 
Transportation information 

IOWA OFFICE OF PLANNING AND- PROGRAMMING 
Federal programs on land use 
Land use data systems 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY, Ames 
(Educational programs, research i nformat1on and con­
sultation available 1n the following areas. County Ex­
tension Serv1ce d1rectors are local contact persons 
for the University.) 
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Classification and interpretation of land use data 
Land use plann~ng 
Local government 
Planmng and zomng 
Popu lat1on prOJ ectlons 
Public school data 
Social and econom1c characteristics 
Soil productiVIty 
Soil survey maps and Interpretation 
Taxation 
T ransportat1on 
Recreat1on 
Water resource information 

LOCAL COUNCILS OF GOVERNMENTS 

LOCAL, COUNTY, AND REGIONAL PLANNING BOARDS 
AND COMMISSIONS 

LOCAL AND COUNTY ZONING COMMISSIONS AND­
BOARDS OF ADJUSTMENT 

Information on local regulations and current planning 
problems. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, USD-A, Des Momes 
River basin surveys 
Soil and water conservation 
Soil surveys 
Watershed planning 

STATE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA, Iowa City 
Institute of Public Affa1rs 
Government data 
Law Information 

U.S GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, Iowa City 
Geologic information 
Topographic surveys 
Ground water data 



Iowa-USDA Rural Development Committee 

~ Marvm A. Anderson, Chairman 
D1rector, Cooperative Extension Service 
Iowa State University, Ames 

* John P. Mahlstede 
Associate D1rector, Agriculture and 

Home Economics Experiment Station 
Iowa State University, Ames 

* Wilson T . Moon 
State Conservationist 
U.S. Soli Conservation Service 
Des Moines 

* Robert R. Pim 
State D~rector 
Farmers Home Admmistration 
Des Mo1nes 

• Lloyd Shellum 
REA F1eld Representative 
Urbandale 

* Dale Awtry 
State Execut1ve D~rector 
Iowa ASCS Off1ce, Des Momes 

* H . Gene Hertel 
State Forester 
State Conservation Commission 
Des Moines 

* Charles E. Donhowe 
Assistant Director 
Cooperative Extension Service 
Iowa State University, Ames 

* Robert L. Crom 
Ass1stant D1rector 
Cooperat1ve Extension Serv1ce 
Iowa State Un1vers1ty, Ames 

• Howard Hughes 
Ass1stant State Conservationist 
U.S. Soil Conservation Serv1ce 
Des Momes 

* Robert G. Haegele 
Chief, Business and Industry 
Farmers Home Adm1n1strat1on 
Des Moines 

* Robert Case 
Director of State Planning 
Office of Planning and Programming 
Des Moines 

* Harvey Toko 
U.S. Forest Serv1ce 
St. Paul, Minnesota 

* Loyd A. Tatum 
Agricultural Research Serv1ce, USDA 
Columbia, MISSOUri 
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